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The success and benefits of community gardens in cities has been documented in
the literature. However, do positive aspects of community gardens translate to small
towns? The merit of a community garden is in the building of relationships within a
community and healthy interactions within the garden. This study looked at the
successful elements community gardens offer for the users and the surrounding
community in towns with populations of fewer than 50,000.
A web-based survey was used to ask questions about community garden’s
leadership, members, operation, and community context. Responses to the survey give a
look into the setup and operation of gardens in small towns. Results indicate typical
standards for a community garden including organizational structure, property ownership,
and membership. Additional observations indicate the presence of community elements
such as universities, farmers markets, and local agriculture are commonly found where
community gardens exist.
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CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION

1.1

Community gardens in small towns
A new popularity has been found in community gardening. The social and

environmental impacts of a garden maintained and enjoyed by members of a community
is becoming evident to people all across the country. Simply defined as a space
collectively used for the growing of produce by members of a neighborhood or
community (communitygarden.org, 2011), a community garden can become much more
than a simple garden space in the eyes of the users. They are a healthy addition to most
urban landscapes.
Places where successful community gardens have been researched tend to be
large metropolitan areas such as the boroughs of New York City or culturally diverse
Toronto (Baker, 1996). This is because the literature looks at well established gardens,
making them easy to study. Data for community gardens in small towns is not as
prevalent. This study explores elements of community gardens in small towns that
contribute to their success. As community garden projects begin to pop up in more small
towns, data on what makes them successful is lacking. There is a need for information to
show if the drivers for community gardens in small towns differ from those of
community gardens in large metropolitan areas as discussed in the literature.
1

1.2

Motivation
There is a wealth of data on community gardens linked to larger cities; this study

is a chance to hear from the users of community gardens and to know how it benefits
them. By looking at a sample of community gardens across the United States,
generalized information can be hoped for as a starting point for more specific research on
a certain aspect of community gardens. The original motivation for looking deeper into
this particular practice was to determine if the same information linked to the community
gardens that have been so thoroughly researched can apply to all community gardens.
The hope is to provide a starting point for individuals interested in gardening to
know about this option. The findings will provide a different look at whether the size of
the town makes a difference in how a community garden should be organized. All
communities are unique but share enough qualities that this study offers a standard to go
by based on what generally works all over the country. This is a starting point of
information and references to lead a future community gardener down a successful path.
1.3

Objectives
The purpose of this study was to research the specific elements of community

gardens that are successful in small towns. To do this, a survey was developed to uncover
information about location, membership, organization, and operations of community
gardens in small towns. For this study, a successful community garden in a small town is
defined as being located in a town with a population of 50,000 or less, growing primarily
fruits, vegetables and herbs, and being an established and operational community garden
for a minimum of 3 years. Information from the survey was analyzed to compile a list of
common elements found in the community gardens identified as successful and then
2

compared to the literature to determine differences, if any, between community gardens
in small towns and the data provided on community gardens in large cities.
1.4

Implications
Little research has been done on the comparison of urban and rural settings for

community gardens (Draper & Freedman, 2010). The information gained from this study
adds to the existing data, creating a more varied collection of literature on the topic of
community gardens. This allows for a wider range of different types of community
gardens to access general information in order to build conclusions on what makes them
successful. It also gives direct access to data compiled from the survey results for
creating a list of recommendations to anyone looking to begin a community garden in a
small town.

3

CHAPTER II
LITERATURE REVIEW

The intent of this literature review is to evaluate existing information and identify
the positive aspects of community gardening. Literature on the effectiveness of surveys
was reviewed to aid in the design of a survey to assess the population to be studied.
Topics looked into were the definition of community gardens, some history on their uses,
land ownership, structure, funding, benefits, and survey design.
2.1

Definition
The American Community Gardening Association (ACGA) provides a simple

definition of a community garden as “any piece of land gardened by a group of people”
(ACGA, 2011). The ACGA (2011) boasts improved social interaction, conservation of
resources, community development, and other benefits associated with the practice of
community gardening. A community garden can be organized in many different ways
and have different focuses on what is grown and what the purpose is for the users. For
the purpose of this study, it must simply be an organized garden where users grow edible
produce as the main focus of the garden. Gardens are places of service, selfdevelopment, community involvement/outreach, and green public spaces where users can
learn about the action of gardening and also about their place in the community in which
they live (Holland, 2004).
4

To understand what a community garden should accomplish, there needs to be a
reflection on what exactly community means. The idea of community is understood
generally, but difficult to define (Dominelli, 1995). Communities are places where
people can be self-dependent, enjoy equal opportunities, be involved and diverse, feel
safe and welcome, and want to live (Holland, 2004). Such factors support the
significance of a community garden and the community is a place to begin (Milburn &
Vail, 2010). As green spaces, community gardens are a gateway to making connections
between organizations and community members to promote the longevity of urban
agriculture. Meeting social objectives completes the circle of continuing to enhance
communities while improving environmental conditions offered by community gardens
(Ferris, Norman, & Semplik, 2001).
2.2

History
A minor understanding of background information is beneficial for identifying

trends in the founding of community gardens and understanding why some do not
continue to operate. Learning about location, leadership, funding, and all the aspects of
successful community gardens insures the life of future community gardens (Milburn &
Vail, 2010). In American cities, community gardens had a tendency to form in vacant
lots during times of economic depression. At different points of history gardens were
identified as school and children’s gardens, war and victory gardens, neighborhood
gardens, and contemporary greening projects (Lawson, 2004). These communal spaces
within a community can bridge a gap between different members of the neighborhood or
organization and give users an actual product they can see, hold, eat, and share instead of
just a place that they can sit and observe (Glover & Parry, 2004).
5

2.2.1

Early 20th Century
Communal land was utilized in the earliest settlements on American soil and has

provided benefits for those who lack land of their own for gardening (Lawson, 2004).
During the depression of the late 1800s, vacant lots in America’s larger cities such as
Detroit, Chicago, New York, and Boston, were transformed into large scale community
gardens called “relief gardens”. Relief gardens gave an outlet for unemployed workers to
get relief not only from their lack of income but also helped feed their families and sell
surplus produce for profit (Lawson, 2004). Gardening activities improved public morale
and provided a place for peaceful interaction. In this period of depression, gardening led
to the first documented school garden in Boston at Putnam School as a means of
observational learning. School gardens continued to spread all the way through World
War II and over the years gained federal support as an important part of education on
land stewardship, agrarianism, and social behaviors (Lawson, 2004).
2.2.2

World Wars and The Great Depression
The next gardening movement Lawson (2004) addresses is the war garden

campaign. Such gardens were promoted by the government and many organizations in
communities all over the United States as relief gardens during World War I and victory
gardens during World War II. Campaigning for Victory Gardens was part of the
propaganda for wartime support with sayings like “Hoe for Liberty” and “Plant for
Freedom”. Through these efforts hundreds of millions of dollars were saved by home
gardeners. After the war, advertising for this act of patriotic gardening ended and so did
the movement (Lawson, 2004).

6

2.2.3

Activism among Americans
A final definable wave of gardening developed as contemporary greening projects

with a less patriotic push and more of an effort for healthier living and environmental
concern. The early 1970s was the height of grassroots activism for promoting
beautification, food security, and social connectedness supported by community gardens
(Milburn & Vail, 2010). In 1978, the American Community Garden Association
(ACGA, 2011) was founded. This organization promoted community gardening by
providing a forum for the exchange of information between extension services, local
garden groups, city programs, and interested individuals. The roots of this movement are
still apparent today as cities work to beautify vacant spaces, support greening efforts, and
encourage local interest in area foods and organizations (Lawson, 2004). As recently as
the late 1990s, activists in New York City bent the ear of journalists and gained media
attention in their fight to keep existing community gardens and pushing to continue
building new ones (Martinez, 2009).
2.2.4

Community gardens today
Community gardens play a part in improving social interaction, public health, the

local economy, and the environment (Draper and Freedman, 2010). They are a social
movement toward food security, pushing for education on locally grown food, which
improves access to healthy food options (Baker, 2004). While gardening is not a
necessity, in 2011 studies by the United States Department of Agriculture (USDA), U.S.
Department of Labor and Revenue and the 2010 U.S. Census identified 50.1 million
households in the United States as being food insecure (Feeding America, 2012).

7

Community gardens establish a type of culture that begins with a need such as a
sense of place, food, or community involvement (Baker, 2004). Sense of place is a type
of capital which can hold a certain value for users of the space. The success of an
organization is based on the ability of those involved to tap into individual resources for
the benefit of the garden (Glover, Parry, & Shinew, 2005). This experience of
community building is due to the allure of social capital gain (Glover, 2004).
2.3

Traditional community gardens
There is no one finite prototype for a community garden to follow. It is thought

community gardens were derived from English allotment gardens, which started as
government provided agricultural land for city dwellers (Irvine, Johnson, & Peters,
1999). Allotment gardens were studied in the Netherlands where individuals who
maintained their allotment garden and produced both edible and ornamental plants had
better physical and mental health than those who did not garden (Van den Berg, van
Winsum-Westra, de Vries, & van Dillen, 2010) Unconventional community gardens exist
like in Manistee, Michigan. Gardening there offers a sense of purpose to a disabled
elderly population as a place where they can work to the best of their ability and gain a
feeling of accomplishment (“City of Manistee Housing Commission,” 2009). Among
neighbors is the option of backyard sharing (Lawson, 2004). Shared backyard gardens,
which are simply gardens used by more than one individual, are a way of overcoming the
barrier of land scarcity as another option besides community gardens (Blake & CloutierFisher, 2009).
What most consider a traditional community garden can form from different types
of organizations such as schools, churches, home owners associations, and civic clubs,
8

but are generally considered a grouping of collectively grown plots (Milburn & Vail,
2010). There are certain elements that, when implemented, provide gardens with a greater
chance for success. Milburn and Vail (2010) refer to four “seeds of success” which have
been developed based on their research into why past community garden efforts have
failed. The four seeds are:
1. Secured Land Tenure
2. Sustained Interest
3. Community Development
4. Appropriate Design
2.3.1

Land Ownership
In a paper by Mark Francis (1987) on city parks and community gardens, the

meaning of spaces like community gardens is addressed. He looks at the importance of
open space and the legal and cultural issues maintaining these open spaces often face. An
important aspect of community gardens is the acquisition of land and, in many cases, land
is temporarily donated until the owner is able to secure a more lucrative use for the lot.
In some cases, the owner of the property is the city and if there is an option to turn the
land into a form of commerce, there is little hesitation to do so. City officials do not have
the same sense of value for open spaces such as a parks or gardens that the users of those
spaces possess. A developer may know the individual benefit of a garden but, as a whole,
tend to opt for what will bring the greatest revenue (Frances, 1987).
Garden and park spaces become a large donation of time and resources run off of
volunteer efforts, fostering a sense of ownership of the land. Residents of New York
City fought and won a battle against former mayor Rudolf ‘Rudy’ Giuliani when he
9

announced his intention to auction off city-owned properties to raise money for the city’s
treasury. This prompted a battle between the city and the users of around 700 community
gardens throughout the city (Martinez, 2009).
Leases are helpful in making sure the land is held specifically as a community
garden, but need to be for longer than a year so the garden has time to establish and show
the landowner the value of its existence (Milburn & Vail, 2010). Land trusts are a helpful
tool if ownership of property is an issue. Typically, a land trust will handle major
expenses as long as the garden is being run and maintained properly (Hou, Johnson, &
Lawson, 2009). They aid in assuring the conservation of the land to promote better land
stewardship and benefit the members of the community garden by relieving the burden of
paying for the land (Milburn & Vail, 2010)
2.3.2

Structure
A large component of a community garden is the people who volunteer their time,

energy, and assets into starting and maintaining the garden itself. This builds a
democratic element in the organization of community gardens, and in order to maintain
the operation in an orderly way, good leadership is vital (Glover et al., 2005). There are
many ways gardens are run. According to Greening Cities Growing Communities (Hou
et al., 2009), places like tennis courts need little oversight, but a place like a community
garden is in need of governance if it is to survive. Glover et al. (2005) conducted a study
to “compare the democratic values of community garden leaders and non-leaders to help
understand the democratic effects of participation in a community garden.” Their goal
was to see how people reacted to leadership and if leaders showed more interest in
democratic values, therefore having greater involvement in the community garden. The
10

results of the study showed that almost half of the people involved consider themselves
leaders and those individuals spent more time in the garden than those who identified
themselves as gardeners.
In a basic or grassroots organization, the interest is in benefitting individuals
involved as well as the entire community, so cooperation and overall agreement by users
is fundamental for a successful outcome (Glover et al., 2005). A case study was
conducted on the ‘Dig In’ Community Garden in Port Melbourne, Australia to look
specifically at social capital as a community gain. The garden was managed by an
elected board that enforces the goals and rules of the ‘Dig In’ Community Garden. The
study showed there were both positive and negative interactions, but there was an overall
consensus that the garden was a place of social support, connections, and networking
(Kingsley & Townsend, 2006).
The design of community gardens is something that is often left up to the
founding members; in terms of how to organize the plots, paths, and common spaces
(Hou et al. 2009). The goals of community gardens vary from gardening for community
development, health benefits, children and learning, food security, and reclaiming
underused land (Ferris, 2001). Therefore, the primary goals of the garden will dictate the
design of the space. The users of a garden also dictate set up, leadership, and outreach.
For example, The Alex Wilson Community Garden in Toronto, Canada serves a diverse
population of users. On one end, a fashionable restaurant maintains a plot for growing
herbs and on the other end, there are social service organizations using plots for growing
food to support the homeless (Irvine et al., 1999).

11

2.3.3

Funding
Money is a critical aspect of maintaining a community garden. The standard form

of receiving funds is through charging a fee for membership, which aids in funding
maintenance and strengthens the level of commitment from users. Other common
methods for receiving funding are group fundraising, applying for grants, seeking
donations, and forming partnerships with local governments, businesses, or nonprofit
organizations (Milburn & Vail, 2010).
Applying for grants is another successful form of funding (Milburn & Vail). The
disabled and elderly members of the ROSS Grant Garden in Manistee, Michigan attained
a Resident Opportunity Self Sufficiency (ROSS) Grant from the U.S. Department of
Housing and Urban Development because of the hard work of the City of Manistee
Housing Commission (“City of Manistee Housing Commission,” 2009). Finding and
winning a grant is a time consuming process and requires the garden meet specific
requirements. This is where strong leadership and a partnership with a nonprofit
organization are helpful (Milburn & Vail, 2010).
The ACGA’s website gives information about grants and funding that exist and
helps point community gardens in a direction to find funding (ACGA, 2011). The
Federal Policy Advocacy Handbook, from the Community Food Security Coalition, was
created to help people understand policy and how to go about seeking monetary support
from federal agencies (Ebright, Borron, & Larsen, 2007). The ACGA also serves as a
link to all community gardens registered so individuals can seek funding advice from
other community gardens they find in the area.

12

A city can operate a community garden so that it still benefits the users in all the
same ways a privately owned community garden might, and offers added government aid
and incentive programs to help with funding and involvement of local businesses
(Ebright et al., 2007). Henderson and Hartsfield (2009) list 5 elements that must exist in
order to achieve interaction between citizens and their local government.
1. The community garden must meet a clear public need.
2. The community garden program design must align with the municipality’s
capacity for implementing and sustaining it.
3. There must be strong political and administrative support throughout the
city government for the community garden program.
4. Sufficient public land must be available to set aside for the gardens.
5. The city must be prepared to make a multiyear commitment of public
funds to the garden program.
Community gardens can be seen as an extension of city services because they
promote cultural heritage, provide recreation, add visual quality, and improve ecological
function (Lovell, 2010). A problem with a government operated garden is that funding
can be re-allocated at any time and the community members will be left to start over
privately (Francis, 1987). Partners in the form of churches, schools, nonprofits, and any
other organization are often stable lenders of land to those wanting to start a community
garden (Milburn & Vail, 2010). Additionally, organizations such as Gateway Greening
in St. Louis, Missouri (Shinew, Glover, & Parry, 2004) and Operation Green Thumb in
New York City provide information and support to the public to help community gardens
have a better chance of success (Lawson, 2004).
13

2.4

Benefits
In a community there are elements such as beautification, neighborhood safety,

and developments outside of the garden space that can be gained from the establishment
of a community garden (Kingsley et al., 2009). In a study of a Toronto community
garden the level of occupancy in adjacent apartment buildings and nearby property values
increased (Baker, 2004). Benefits of community gardening reach beyond the experience
of growing your own food to include exercise, exposure to sunshine, social involvement,
and responsible stewardship to the land (“Harvard Heart Letter”, 2010). The formation
of a community garden can serve as a catalyst for getting community members involved
with their local government as a way to address social ills (Henderson & Hartsfield,
2009).
2.4.1

Community Interaction
Community gardens increase the social connectedness between individuals, which

creates a greater sense of purpose within a community (Kingsley & Townsend, 2006).
Additionally, receiving help from the community promotes civic engagement, which
benefits the surrounding community (Ohmer, Meadowcroft, Frees, & Lewis, 2009).
Gardeners can use personal connections to mobilize resources as capital for the
organization. The social capital gained will be different depending on the user and their
level of involvement (Glover et al., 2005). Community garden managers may reach out
to the community for things like gardening tools, borrowed equipment, a voice on a city
council, or even land donations (Baker, 2004). The potential for securing resources from
the surrounding environment is a direct reflection of what is available from the
community (Glover, 2004).
14

Regardless of age, race, or gender, there are benefits to be drawn for every
individual through interaction with a garden (Baker, 2009). In places like New York City
gardens reflect the cultural diversity in each neighborhood promoting a conservation of
culture (Schmelzkopf, 1995). Hou et al. (2009) states that “Community gardens exist in
most American cities, and while they share some common attributes, each garden is also
unique because of its participants, site, and urban context.”
In Port Melbourne, Australia’s “Dig In” community garden it was observed that
participants overcame their fear of interaction with disabled individuals as well as
sparked friendships with people in many age ranges because of their shared use of the
garden (Kingsley, Townsend, & Henderson-Wilson, 2009). With a fostered sense of
social security through positive relationships with community members, emotional health
is benefited greatly (Ross, 2000).
2.4.2

Security
In cities, added safety is valuable to property owners as well as residents. Because

of increased occupancy there is an increased chance of someone witnessing a crime,
helping to create safer environments. Most community gardens lack fences and locked
gates because there is a gained sense of security due to reduced crime, drug activity, and
littering. The pride taken in community gardens promotes improvement of appearance
throughout a neighborhood aiding in the reduction of crime, increased community
interaction, and increased property value (Ohmer et al., 2009; Shinew et al., 2004).
Some areas of the U.S. are using what is called “restorative justice” to reform
individuals who have been involved in minor crimes. Restorative justice incorporates the
offender, victim, and community to restore a sense of belonging after an offense as a
15

means of moving forward in a positive way (O’Brien & Bazemore, 2005). Women feel
particularly empowered by their role in a community garden, giving them a stronger
sense of security (Parry, Glover, & Shinew, 2005).
2.4.3

Health
There is a correlation between low exposure to the natural environment and health

issues such as ADHD and higher rates of physical and emotional illness (Louv, 2005).
To promote gardening and interaction with the natural environment, the National Parks
Board of Singapore began a program called “Community in Bloom”. By adopting the
program to increase green spaces, Singapore residents can benefit from involvement and
interaction with the outdoors (Tan & Neo, 2009).
In California, an organization was formed called California Healthy Cities and
Communities to promote different ways of achieving community health (Twiss,
Dickenson, Duma, Kleinman, Paulsen, & Rilveria, 2003). Other states have similar
programs to promote a healthy state of living such as “Let’s Go Walkin’ Mississippi”
(“Let’s go Walkin’”, 2011) to help get citizens living healthier lives through outdoor
activity. Community gardens are a public way of demonstrating positive health practices
with events that are open to anyone interested (Twiss et al., 2003).
Gardens offer the opportunity to find oneself, loosen the imaginative spirit, and
meditate (Gough, 2007). People reach new levels of self expression, creativity, and
improved focus as they keep their minds active through the skills used in working in a
garden (Baker, 2009). They promote mental and social wellbeing, in addition to physical
health (Kingsley et al., 2009). Gardens specifically designed to promote health and are
an extension of a hospital are called healing gardens. These gardens do not replace
16

common medical practices of patient care but offer a place for outdoor exposure and
therapy (Hartig & Marcus, 2006). There are different names associated with horticultural
therapy, all of which have the same or similar interests at heart (Relf, 2005). Patients
with a view of trees have been documented to have shorter healing times on average than
those with a view of parking lots or walls (Hartig & Marcus, 2006). Additionally,
individuals who had views of trees and green landscapes instead of a wall were even less
inclined to need anxiety medicine and were kinder to their health care staff (Ulrich,
1984).
2.4.4

Environmental and Ecological
Garden spaces are considered successful if they provide benefits to the

environment, community, and individuals (Milburn, 2010). However, most community
garden literature focuses on benefits for the individual or community. Throughout
history, humans have interacted with and manipulated the land. Education on how to
work with natural systems will lead to better land stewardship (Adelman & Sandiford,
2007). In relation to natural impact, loss of connectivity has become a threat to the
biodiversity of plant and animal species which are an ecological function of the
landscape. Habitat availability is necessary to have successful landscape connectivity
(Pascual-Hortal & Saura, 2006).
Gardens such as the Alex Wilson Community Garden in Toronto, Canada are
implementing sustainable practices so the garden follows city ordinances and improves
the surrounding environment by using LA 21 guidelines (Irvine et al., 1999). LA 21 is
the product of the United Nations decision to implement sustainable building guidelines
in an attempt to enhance global environments (Neves, 2007). These types of sustainable
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community gardens grow native plant species and implement sustainable design features
to aid in reducing negative environmental impact (Irvine et al., 1999). Holland (2004)
states “economic progress divorces us from a consideration of social and environmental
consequences of our actions.” Awarness by itself is not enough, there must be
community action, government support, and leadership for establishment and
organization of enviornmental programs (Frances, 1987).
Trees Atlanta (Trees Atlanta, 2012), a non-profit organization based in Georgia,
aims to increase the number of trees in and around the city of Atlanta to reduce the “heat
island effect.” Implementation of greenways, street plantings, green roofs, and green
spaces, such as community gardens, are an important solution to decrease the heat island
effect (Laughner, 2012).
2.5

Surveys for Data Collection
Self administered questionnaires have been the most widely used form of

surveying with a proven high response rate due to follow-up mailings. This is perhaps
due to the formality of the process and the professional approach of self administered
questionnaires (Relf, 2005). Mail surveys are popular due to the ease of completion and
the low cost of producing them, but for a large scale survey, the telephone has become
more popular (Dillman, 1991). Through years of research it has been discovered that
how the survey is designed has an impact on results. These design elements include the
form of questions used, having a simple clean design, and the introduction of the web
based survey (Stern, Dillman, & Smyth, 2007).
The cost of a web-based survey is an attractive incentive as a method of data
collection due to the lack of need for paper, postage, and printing fees (Cobanoglu,
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Warde, & Moreo, 2001). However, there has been little research to prove they are any
more effective in accurate data retrieval than any other form of surveying tool (Couper,
2001). Regardless of the type of survey method (mail, fax or web-based) it is still agreed
upon throughout all fields of study that the Dillman survey method is a successful
example to follow when designing the questionnaire (Hoddinott, 1986).
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CHAPTER III
METHODOLOGY

The following methods were used to answer the research question: What are the
successful elements of community gardens in small towns? In order to answer this
question a web-based survey was used based on the Dillman survey method. Self
administered and mail surveys are the most popular form of survey (Dillman, 1991;
Rada, 2005). The e-mail survey is a form of self administered survey. An online survey
was chosen because of the physical distribution of the community gardens and because
they were already registered with ACGA’s online medium.
The survey was comprised of questions based on data found in the literature about
general community garden practices. It was then sent to community gardens in cities
with populations of 50,000 or fewer listed on the ACGA database. Respondents were
culled to remove gardens that did not grow edible produce, were less than three years old,
and those who indicated their community garden was not successful. The results of the
survey were analyzed and the information gathered was used to determine what defines
the garden’s success.
3.1

Survey Population
For the purpose of this study a small town was defined as having a population of

50,000 or less. This number was arbitrarily chosen to be representative of several
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gardens visited by the author prior to initiating the study. A single-stage sampling
technique was used where individuals were searched for as a single member within a
community garden; there was not a random sample chosen from the population to be used
in the final data. The ACGA provides a publically accessible list of community gardens
who have registered themselves with the organization. By taking a look at the cities
where community gardens were registered and looking up their population data found
through the U.S. Census, a list of community gardens was compiled with populations less
than 50,000 people. Contact information was provided for the community gardens
through the ACGA; however, only physical locations were given for most and email
addresses had to be requested by sending an email through the ACGA website. This
process created a survey population of 198 garden representatives.
3.2

Survey
It has been documented that the organization of the questionnaire and the way it is

packaged can alter response rates so it was important to follow the most successful
standards of design (Dillman, 1991). Based on Dillman’s (1991) recommendations, the
questionnaire was designed to be as straightforward and impartial as possible. The
questionnaire was worded so that it was concise and gave the clearest results possible.
The platform selected for building and administering the survey was Survey
Monkey™. A web-based format for the survey was chosen because of the accessibility
of the gardens through the internet and the reduced paper use. Of the various web based
surveys, Survey Monkey™ was selected due to the recognition of the name, the low cost
of use, and the ease of building a survey. The survey was distributed through a series of
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e-mail communications to announce the upcoming survey, to send the survey three times
to achieve ideal response rates, and finally to thank the respondents.
3.2.1

Survey Design
A cross-sectional survey was used, meaning the data was collected all at once

(Creswell, 2009). The results represented the entire response group after culling
respondents based on criteria to be explained further in the analysis. A problem with this
single survey approach is that there was only one chance at getting all of the data. The
survey method included a mixture of question styles: open ended questions, fill in the
blank, multiple choice, and Likert scale. The topics covered were information about the
person taking the survey, the garden, the users and the community.
3.2.2

Survey Questions
In the interest of the time investment of the respondent, the survey questionnaire

was limited to a total of 46 questions. There were four sections to the survey: questions
about the respondent, questions about the community garden, questions about the
community garden users, and questions about the community in which the garden was
located. Each section contained a mixture of question types and styles. See Appendix A
for a copy of the complete survey.
In the first section, Questions about the Respondent, there were two open ended,
two “yes” or “no”, and two multiple choice questions. The Questions about the
Community Garden section contained seven open ended, four “yes” or “no”, eleven
multiple choice, one Likert scale, and four percentage questions. The Questions about the
Users section had two open ended, four multiple choice, and four Likert scale questions.
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The Questions about the Community section consisted of only two questions, one
multiple choice and one “yes” or “no”. The final question was an open ended question
asking the respondents to tell in their own words what makes their community garden a
success.
It is recommended to repeat a question through the survey in different ways to
eliminate any biases (Stern et al., 2007). However, the questions were intended to be
straightforward and not in reference to the character of the users or of the community
garden so different versions of the same question were not asked. This also allowed the
length of the survey to be kept short in an effort to encourage people to complete the
survey. A monetary incentive was not considered due to the lack of outside funding for
the research.
3.2.3

Implementation
The implementation of the survey questionnaire was based off the Dillman

method due to its success in this field (Hiddinott and Bass, 1986). A good response rate
can range from 58 – 92% (Milburn, 2003). Based on the overall survey population of
198, it was determined that at least a 114 responses could be expected. The total
populations of the community garden users were not required to take the survey, only the
contact person for the garden. This allowed for each of the responses to be about a
different garden so that each survey represented one garden.
Once the survey was designed and the respondents were identified, the process of
implementing the survey included the following steps:


A first draft of the questionnaire was finalized.
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A non-partial trial group of participants outside of the intended response
group took the survey to provide feedback for revisions.



The final questionnaire was approved by Mississippi State University’s
Institutional Review Board.



The first e-mail was sent to the survey population announcing the
upcoming survey.



Two days later a second e-mail was sent including the link to the survey.



One week later the third e-mail was sent with a link to the survey along
with a thank you notice for those who had completed the survey.



Two weeks later the final e-mail was sent with a link to the survey and
another thank you letter for everyone’s participation.



One month after the survey was opened it was closed to respondents.



Data was retrieved in Excel format from Survey Monkey™.



A follow-up e-mail was sent as a final thank you to all of the participants.

Correspondence for each stage of the communication process can be found in
Appendix B.
3.3

Analysis
The process of analyzing the results started with retrieval of the raw data, which

was coded in Microsoft Excel for analysis. Respondents were then eliminated based on
the criteria of what makes a successful community garden. The criteria were that the
community garden grow edible produce, had been operating for three years or longer, and
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the respondent designated the garden as successful by answering a series of Likert scale
questions.
The survey was sent to the 198 community gardens that met the criteria for the
study. After the survey was open for one month, 137 garden representatives responded.
Of those 137, seven were removed based on their answer to the first question which
determined if the garden’s primary function was growing food. The respondents were
further culled based on their response to a series of Likert scale questions about the
success of the community garden, this removed ten additional respondents. Of the
remaining respondents, 29 more were eliminated because their gardens were less than
three years old. An age limit was set in order to remove gardens that had not been around
long enough to establish themselves. Three years was chosen after reviewing the
collection of respondents. Four years would have removed too many respondents, and
two years would have only covered a couple of growing seasons. This process brought
the number of respondents to 91.
These 91 survey responses were the source of all the data analyzed. After the
initial coding and culling process, each question was analyzed to find the total N, mean,
median, and mode for each question. The next step was testing questions found to have
interesting effects on responses against each other in a series of cross tabulation analysis.
The final step was to take the cross tabular questions which appeared to show variation
between the overall responses and determine any statistical significance.
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CHAPTER IV
RESULTS

The results in this chapter are reported in the order of the survey. The information
is broken up into the following sections: “Questions about the Respondent”, “Questions
about the Community Garden”, “Questions about the Users”, and “Questions about the
Community”. The results are grouped so related questions are reported together. Each
group is presented with a descriptive analysis followed by tables and figures detailing the
data. Cross tabular analysis are presented where applicable comparisons were found in
the data. Some of the questions in the survey are not reported in this chapter because
they were not found to be helpful in answering the overall question due to either poor
wording or unclear results.
4.1

Questions about the Respondents
After the disqualifying question, the next two questions were open ended

questions that had respondents list the name of the community garden they were taking
this survey on behalf of and what their role was within the community garden. The
garden’s name was matched with the state the garden was located in from a master list
made using the ACGA database. Figure 4.1 illustrates the distribution of the community
gardens representing 32 states. There was a concentration of respondents in the
Northeast and along the West coast.
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Figure 4.1

Distribution of Respondents

Some of the titles listed by respondents were “manager”, “director”, “president”,
“chairman”, and other similar titles identifying them as a garden leader. The majority
answered “no” when asked if they were involved with more than one community garden,
and when asked if this was their first time having a leadership role in a community
garden, the majority answered “yes,” (Table 4.1). Most said they worked 0-10 hours a
week in the garden, with the mean hours worked being 18.
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Table 4.1

Information about the respondent

What responsibilities do you have associated with the garden? (N=91)
n
%

Public Relations Manager
66
63
72.5%
69.2%

Chair Person Founder Business Officer Participant
33
45
21
61
36.3%
49.5% 23.1%
67%

Horticulturist
16
17.6%

Do you work with more than one community garden? (N=91)
%
n

Yes
16.5%
15

No
83.5%
76

Is this the first community garden you have held a leadership/contact role in? (N=90)
%
n

Yes
94.4%
85

No
5.6 %
5

How many hours a week do you commit to the community garden? (N=91)
Mean

18 hours

4.2

Questions about the Community Garden
The majority of the respondents indicated they were privately organized; however

most of the land the gardens were located on was public. Of the community gardens
surveyed, 78% said they were either “secure” or “very secure”. A written “lease” was
identified as being used by 35% of the respondents, while 52% said they simply had a
“verbal” agreement, and the remaining 13% had no form of agreement with the
landowner (Table 4.2).
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Table 4.2

Information about the community garden

What is the organizational structure of the community garden? (N=91)
%
n

Private
46%
42

Public
23%
21

Partnership
31%
28

Who has ownership of land is the community garden located on? (N=91)
%
N

Private
42%
38

Public
58%
53

What type of agreement does the community garden have with the landowner? (N=89)
%
n

Lease
35%
31

Verbal
52%
46

None
13%
12

How secure do you feel in the tenure of your land? (N=91)
%
N

Not Secure
3%
3

Somewhat Secure Neutral
11%
8%
10
7

Secure
36%
33

Very Secure
42%
38

Since literature indicates land tenure is an important factor in maintaining a
community garden, the community garden’s responses to the question of security in land
tenure was used to run a cross tabulation against the type of agreement they had with the
landowner (Table 4.3). This question was analyzed by comparing those who answered
“not secure” and “somewhat secure” against those who answered “secure” and “very
secure”; those who responded “neutral” were not included. Of the respondents to this
question as a cross tabulation, there were 12 respondents who fell into the category of not
secure/somewhat secure in land tenure and 70 who fell into the category of secure/very
secure. Of those in the not secure/somewhat secure category, 77% said they had a verbal
agreement with the landowner, while those in the secure/very secure category had 40%
with a written lease and 43% with a verbal agreement. However, there was a small n
representing the respondents who did not feel secure in their land tenure and an
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independent sample t-test between those with a lease and those without a lease and the
scale of how secure users felt in their land tenure showed there was a p-value of .424,
meaning there was no significance when comparing means.

Table 4.3

Type of agreement with landowner.

Cross Tabulation
Feeling of Security in land tenure with Type of Agreement with Landowner
Secure/Very secure
Lease
What type of agreement
does the community garden Verbal
None
have with the landowner?
n

40%
43%
17%

Not Secure/ Somewhat
Secure
15%
77%
0%

70

12

A cross tabulation of the type of agreement with the landowner compared to those who
did feel secure in their land tenure versus those who did not feel secure in their land
tenure
Related to organizational structure, 30% said decisions are left up to the leader,
40% said an executive committee, and the remaining 30% said matters are decided by
popular vote of the members. There is a fairly even distribution between the three
options offered for running a community garden, but the majority leans toward having
some form of leadership, either an individual or executive committee (Table 4.4).
Table 4.4

Decisions involving the community garden

How are decisions made on matters involving the community garden? (N=88)
%
n

Leader Decides
30%
26

Executive Committee
40%
35

30

All Members Vote
30%
27

Memberships associated with the community garden were almost half of the
actual people working in the garden; this indicates that almost two people are typically
covered by each individual membership fee. Of the 91 community gardens surveyed, 61
said they charge dues for memberships. The median cost of a membership for the
gardens charging dues was $25. The median size of the community gardens surveyed
was 1 acre and the median number of plots was 39 with the average size of a plot being
100 square feet or about a 10 ft x 10 ft plot (Table 4.5).
Table 4.5

Cost of membership

How many memberships are associated with your community garden? (N=70)
Mean
Median
Range

42
32.5
2 – 250

How many individual people are associated with your community garden? (N=86)
Mean
Median
Range

106
60
7 – 1200

What is the standard fee/dues/rent associated with a standard individual plot per year?
Of those who pay dues: (N=61)
Mean
$28
Median
$25
Range
$5 – 240

What is the physical size of your community garden in acres? (N=84)
Mean
Median

1.5 acres
1 acre

How many standard individual plots are available within your community garden?
(N=68)
Mean
Median

55
39

What is the standard size (in square feet) of an individual plot? (N=71)
Mean
Median

170 ft²
100 ft²

There were a variety of growing techniques that the community gardens used
including “plowed or tilled plots”, “raised planters”, “containers”, “trellises”,
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“greenhouses”, and one garden used “hydroponics” (Table 4.6). The most common
methods found to be used were plowed or tilled plots, raised planting beds and trellises.
Plants grown in most of the community gardens were identified as fruiting plants, root
vegetables, and leafy greens.
Table 4.6

Growing methods

What growing techniques are used at your community garden? Check all that apply.
(N=91)
%
n

Plowed/Tilled
77%
70

Raised Planter
81%
74

Container
32%
29

Trellis
65%
59

Greenhouse
21%
19

Hydroponic
1%
1

What percentages of the following plants are grown by members? Check all that apply.
(N=89)
%
n

Fruiting Plants

Root Vegetables

Leafy Greens

Herbs

Ornamentals

38%
34

26%
23

27%
24

10%
9

10%
9

The majority of respondents said they felt their members joined because of “lack
of space” to garden at home. After lack of space, “ability to grow food” and “social
interaction” were the next two highest reasons for joining. The top three types of social
gatherings held by community garden members were “cookouts”, “gardening
workshops”, and “community service” events (Table 4.7). Other activities listed in the
question and in the comments included: insect and pest identification workshops, seed
ordering gatherings, holiday gatherings, seed and harvest swaps, cooking and canning
classes, celebrations of seasons and harvests, and garden work days. In order to reach out
to members and non-members, 64% of the gardens have a website and 79% keep email
lists. There was no space for respondents to provide comments if they answered “other”,
but there were comments in the last open ended question about having an information
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table at the local farmers market and having close connections with local food banks and
schools as forms of outreach.

Table 4.7

Elements of membership

What do you feel is the primary reason for members to join? (N=87)
Social
% 15%
n 13

Food

Learning

Lack of Space

Therapy

Exercise

20%
17

9%
8

55%
48

1%
1

0%
0

What types of social events are held by the members in the community garden? Please
check any that apply. (N=88)
Cookouts Community Wine or Gardening Insect or Seed
Crafting Holliday None Other
Service
Beer
Workshop Pest ID Ordering
Gathering
Making
% 60%
n 55

43%
39

0%
0

68%
62

37%
34

21%
19

0%
0

11%
10

10%
9

30%
27

Does your community garden have one of the following forms of outreach? Please check
all that apply. (N=88)
Website
% 64%
n 58

Newsletter
16%
15

Email List
79%
72

Section in Paper
7%
6

Other
27%
25

Responses in regards to parking, security, and interaction with area schools were
as for to understand some design features and community involvement (Table 4.8). For
parking, 91% said there is parking provided on-site. Little focus was placed on security
by the community gardens surveyed 76% use an “honor system” to secure the garden and
24% use a fence with a “gate and key”. The survey did not ask respondents how the
honor system works for each of the gardens. Respondents for 62% of the gardens said
schools use their garden as a learning tool.
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Table 4.8

Parking and Security

Is there parking available on your community garden's site? (N=91)
%
n

Yes

No

91%
83

9%
8

Is there a form of security for protecting the produce and people working in the
community garden? (N=90)
%
n

Guard

Gate and Key

Honor System

0%
0

24%
22

76%
68

Do any schools in the area use your community garden as a tool for teaching? (N=91)
%
n

4.3

Yes

No

62%
56

38%
35

Questions about the Users
Four Likert scale questions were used for respondents to rate the level of success

of the garden, their level of satisfaction, their likeliness to participate in the community
garden again, and their likeliness to recommend the practice of community gardening to
others. These questions were used as a way of culling respondents by eliminating those
who answered that they did not find it successful, were not satisfied, were not likely to
participate, and/or would not recommend community gardening to others. Therefore,
responses that remained indicated a high level of garden success (Table 4.9).
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Table 4.9

Likert scale responses after culling respondents

How would you rate your overall satisfaction with you local community garden? (N=91)
Not Successful - 1 Somewhat Successful 2

Neutral - 3

Successful - 4

Very Successful 5

0
4
3
40
44
4.5 – Successful
How would you rate your overall satisfaction with you local community garden? (N=91)
n

Mean

Not Satisfied - 1 Somewhat Satisfied - 2

Neutral - 3

Satisfied - 4

Very Satisfied - 5

1
8
3
36
43
Mean
4.5 – Satisfied
How likely are you to participate in your local community garden next year? (N=89)
n

Not Likely - 1

Somewhat Likely - 2

Neutral - 3

Likely - 4

Very Likely - 5

1
0
1
9
78
Mean
4.9 - Very Likely
How likely are you to recommend the practice of community gardening to your friends
and neighbors? (N=91)
n

Not Likely - 1
n
Mean

0
1
4.8 - Very Likely

Somewhat Likely - 2

Neutral - 3

2

Likely - 4

9

Very Likely - 5

79

The level of experience of users of the community gardens surveyed was ranked
by the respondent as “beginner”, “in-between”, or “experienced”. Overall the majority of
users were classified as falling in-between beginner and experienced (Table 4.10).
Across the board, the most popular way members found out about the community garden
was by “word of mouth”. Other answers included “happen upon” the garden,
“invitation” to the garden, “website”, and “advertisement”.
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Table 4.10 How users come to the garden
What level of gardening experience do members typically have? (N=88)
%
n

Beginner
16%
14

In-between
79%
62

Experienced
14%
12

How do most members hear about your community garden? (N=88)
%
n

4.4

Advertisement Website
8%
7%
7
6

Word of Mouth
63%
55

Happen Upon
12%
11

Invitation
3%
3

Other
7%
6

Questions about the Community
There were two questions asked about the community in which the gardens were

located. In the first question respondents were asked to identify institutions within their
community. The options were: “College or University”, “Community Supported
Agriculture” (CSA), “Local Farmers Market”, “Local Growers Market”, “Community
Market”, “Food Forum”, or “Another Community Garden”. This question showed a
large percentage of the towns had a farmers market, about half had a college or university
and a CSA, and about a third had another community garden (Table 4.11). The second
question asked if agriculture was a part of the local economy. Towns with agriculture as
a part of their economy were identified by just over half of the respondents.
Table 4.11 Elements of the community
Are any of the following located in your town? Please check all that apply. (N=91)

%
n

College or
University

CSA

Farmers
Market

Growers
Market

50.5%
46

48.4%
44

85.7%
78

12.1%
11

Community Food Forum Other
Market
Community
Garden
15.4%
9.9%
33%
14
9
30

Is agriculture a major part of your local economy? (N=89)
%
n

Yes
53%
47

No
47%
42
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The results of the question that asked if agriculture was part of their economy was
compared to the question about level of gardening experience as a cross tabulation. It
was found that communities that have agriculture as a part of their local economy have
16% more experienced gardeners than communities that do not have agriculture as a part
of their local economy (Table 4.12). By seeing this trend in the cross tabulation, an
independent variable t-test was run, only to find a p-value of .689; meaning there was no
significant correlation between the users level of experience in towns with agriculture
versus towns with no agriculture based on the responses.

Table 4.12 Level of Gardening Experience
Cross Tabulation
What level of gardening experience do members typically have? (N=87)
Beginner
Agriculture %
19%
Agriculture n
47
No Agriculture % 10%
No Agriculture n 40

In Between
60%

Experienced
21%

85%

5%

A cross tabulation of the level of gardening experience for participants in communities
with agriculture as part of their local economy versus those without agriculture as part of
their local economy

The final question was an open ended response where the respondents were asked
to tell in their own words what they felt made their community garden a success. This
turned out to have valuable insight into points not addressed in the survey questions. Of
the 81 responses to this final question, 24 mentioned the importance of their work with
food pantries or supplying food to local homeless shelters. There were also a large
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number of comments who said good leadership and dedicated members were what made
their garden a success. The complete list of the responses is available in Appendix C.
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CHAPTER V
DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS

This chapter will restate the goal of the study and discuss the results as they relate
to the literature. A look at the information gained from the population who participated
in this survey supports a list of recommendations to people hoping to establish a
community garden. The list is broken down into sections on land, membership, and
garden operations based on the results of the study. Recommendations are supported by
information provided in the literature that exists on this topic.
5.1

Relation of Findings to the Literature
The objective for this study was to find details not noted in the literature that

would be helpful for someone wanting to start a community garden in a small town. This
was based on the hypothesis that there were differences between elements of successful
community gardens in small towns versus community gardens in large cities. However,
the results of this study indicate the elements of community gardens in small towns
closely resemble those of community gardens discussed in the literature, which are
primarily located in large cities. Knowing these similarities exist helps those looking for
information to aid in starting their own community garden project can use as much of the
information they find as a reference and starting point.
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Milburn and Veil (2010) list four seeds of success as a basis for maintaining a
strong foundation for a community garden:
1. secured land tenure
2. sustained interest
3. community development
4. appropriate design
The findings of the survey support the first three of these seeds. Seed one,
secured land tenure, was supported by the level of security the gardens felt overall. Seed
two, sustained interest, was addressed because the gardens represented in the final data
were three years old or older and from comments given in the last open ended question.
Seed three, community development, was shown by the gardens involvement with
schools, churches, food banks, farmers markets, and other community gardens. Seed
four, appropriate design, was looked at in terms of how the garden was set up such as
size, number of plots, the use of a fence or form of security, and by asking if parking and
storage were available. The use of the word appropriate to describe the design elements
of the garden is a way of saying that some of these design features are dependent on each
community garden.
5.2

Trends in Community Gardens
Unrelated to the main question of the study, a trend was found in relation to the

age of the community gardens and economic phases. The number of gardens who
responded to the survey trended up to a peak in 2009 and began to steadily drop in the
following years. Though, the responses from community gardens founded after 2010
were not included in the final data reported, a look at all of the community gardens who
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initially answered the survey shows a trend which infers there may be a correlation
between the rise in community gardens in 2009 as a response to the 2008 economic
recession (Figure 5.1). This is supported by literature which had correlated periods of
poor economic strength in response to increases in community gardens (Hou et al. 2009).

Figure 5.1

Years each community garden which replied was founded

This graph was formed using the years each respondent indicated was the year their
community garden was founded, a trend became apparent so all responses to the survey
were used to make this graph. Responses from community gardens founded in 2011 and
2012 were not included in the rest of the final survey data.

5.3

Context of Community Gardens in Small Towns
The final section of the survey asked some general questions about the

community in which the gardens were located. Those questions became a point of
interest for looking further into how the culture of the community affects the users and
goals of the community garden itself. Half of the respondents answered there was a
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college or university located in their town which draws a diverse group of people and
indicates there is a heightened interest in sustainable food sources in these locations.
However, after comparing the results between college and non-college towns, there were
no real differences in how they were organized and operated.
In relation to sustainable food institutions such as CSA’s, farmers markets, and
community gardens, where one of these exits it is likely there are other sustainable food
options. In community gardens surveyed almost half of the towns had a CSA, nearly all
had a farmers market, and a third had at least one other community garden. This is not to
say that just because a community garden exists, so will those other institutions.
However, a correlation seems to emerge revealing a link between these elements. A
conclusion could be made that community gardens are successful in an environment
where the population actively supports a variety of sustainable, local food options.
5.4

Recommendations for Starting a Community Garden
The information provided in table 5.1 is a typical profile of a small town

community garden and list of recommendations to be used when beginning a community
garden in a small town. The information is divided into three categories: land,
membership, and operations. Each category is broken down into individual criteria
related to the questions in the survey. For each criterion the median response is given
based on the survey results and a recommendation is given based on a simplification of
the median response as well as a review of the range of responses provided and
supporting literature.
The resulting table is a valuable tool for those looking to plan their first
community garden. It is important to note this information is based on towns of less than
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50,000 people. From the data, a planning metric can be extrapolated which indicates that
approximately 900 square feet is required for each membership, or about 450 square feet
per person. This was calculated by dividing the standard one acre sized community
garden by the 50 memberships an acre supported. The 900 square feet per membership
includes plots, paths, parking, storage, and common space. This information could in
turn be used to determine how much land is needed to support the number of interested
people or how many people an area of land could support.
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Table 5.1
Category
Land

Membership

Operations

5.4.1

Typical profile of the Community Gardens Surveyed
Criteria

Median Response

Recommendations
For start-up

Land area
Land are per membership
Land ownership
Agreement with land owner

1 acre
1,340 sq. ft.
Public
Written Lease

1 acre
~ 900 sq. ft.
Private
5 year written lease

Number of memberships
32.5
Number of participants
60
Participants per membership 1.8
Cost of membership
$25
Plot assignment
1 per membership
Provided with membership Water, tools, and
soil/mulch
Reasons people join
Lack of space, fresh
produce, and social

50
100
2
$25
1 per membership
Water, tools, and soil/mulch

Leadership

Executive committee

Growing season

Executive committee or
leader
8 months

Growing methods
Plot size
Number of plots
Parking
Security
Social

Raised planting beds
100 sq. ft.
39
Provide on site
Honor system
Cookouts and workshops

Communications

Website and e-mail list

Base on local climate/as long as
possible
Raised beds and/or tilled rows
100 sq. ft.
50
Dependent on site
Dependent on site
Cookouts, public service,
harvest gatherings, and
workshops
Website and social media

Land Ownership
When looking at the size of the community gardens surveyed, the range of lots

varied from 1/10 of an acre to 11 acres, the median and mode was one acre. The median
number of plots was 39. When looking directly at the responses of those who said their
community garden was one acre, the most common number of plots was 50.
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Public land ownership has been linked to insecure feelings about land tenure
(Francis, 1987). A factor that can lead to land security for community gardens is to have
some sort of formal agreement. There is about a three way split in the results between the
organizational structure of the community gardens as private, public, and partnership.
Most respondents said their garden was privately operated, but that their gardens were
located on public land. If the community garden, as an organization, does not have
complete ownership of the land there should be some type of agreement with the
landowner about its use.
The majority of the respondents felt either secure or very secure in their land
tenure, which is important based on the seeds of success laid out by Milburn and Veil
(2010). Of the respondents who did not feel secure in their land tenure, the majority did
not have a lease, only a verbal agreement. However, an agreement with the landowner
ensures that the land will not be taken away from the community garden users without
warning. Though any sort of agreement is recommended, having a long term lease of
around five years is best to give the community garden a chance to become established
(Milburn and Veil 2010).
5.4.2

Membership
The median number of memberships, based on the survey results, for a one acre

community garden was 32.5, which is about 60 participants. This indicated one
membership covers 1.8 people. Membership numbers were based on the number of plots
per acre, one plot is associated with one membership. When asked if any plots in the
garden remained empty, the majority said they had no empty plots and a few commented
that their garden had a waiting list.
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The recommended amount for dues, based on the survey is $25 as a starting cost.
However, this should be adjusted based on garden expenses, number of plots, and
presence of other funding sources. Collection of dues was the main source of funding for
the community gardens surveyed, though it was not the only source of funding for most
gardens. Other options included applying for grants, such as VINES or AmeriCorps
VISTA, holding fundraisers, or selling the garden’s produce. Charitable donations from
sources such as schools and churches were also listed by respondents. Donations can be
in the form of money or in the form of free water provided by the city, free seeds from
local businesses or growers, and other types of contributions. Respondents answered that
water, tools, and mulch are the most common things provided to members under their
dues.
It was indicated by the respondents, that the main reason the majority of members
joined was due to lack of space to garden at home, which was not expected of the small
town population. The next two popular reasons for members to join were for the food
grown and the social interaction. Social interaction helps to build social capitol, a benefit
of community gardens considered to be as valuable as currency (Glover 2004).
Community gardens could not last without the interest and support of their users
(Milburn 2010), and active involvement within will only continue as long as the users
feel it is worth contributing towards (Glover et al. 2005). When the garden works hard as
a whole with a strong network of people volunteering their time and effort (Twiss et al.
2003) there will be a sustained interest and membership will stay strong.
The final question of the survey asked respondents to put into their own words
what made their community garden a success. Most answered that strong leadership and
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dedicated members or volunteers were essential, but something that stood out among the
answers was the number of gardeners that volunteered their time, efforts, and resources
outside of the garden. Of the 81 people who answered the final question, 24 of them said
it was their dedication to provide produce to local food pantries or homeless shelters that
made them a success. Some did so through having members pledge a certain percentage
of their personal produce, some had an add a row option where members maintained one
row that went straight to donations, and some had a specific garden space collectively
maintained for donations. There were 30% who mentioned or highlighted the fact that
they actively donated produce to charity. This was a point of pride for their garden and a
positive aspect that can be considered by others wanting to use their community garden to
make a difference.
Education was highlighted in 18 of the open-ended responses in the form of
outreach to the community; connections with area schools and local agricultural
extension offices were also mentioned. Education is a beneficial element of community
gardens, where learning about food and how to grow it while actually practicing what
you are being taught is valuable (Adelman and Sandiford 2007). All responses to the
final question can be read in Appendix C.
5.4.3

Operations
When asked about leadership, 30% said they relied on one single person for major

decision making, 40% said they had an executive committee for making decisions on
behalf of the garden, and the remaining 30% used a popular vote by all members
associated with the garden. According to this study and the one completed by Golver et
al. (2005), those who identify themselves as having a leadership role in the garden also
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identify themselves as spending more time in the garden than the general users. A
comment from one community garden leader showed exhaustion from being the primary
person who was relied upon, so having more than one accountable leader may be a way
to prevent such a burn out. Therefore, an executive committee may be a better model to
follow so that responsibilities are split more evenly among members.
Depending on climate, some community gardens can have longer growing
seasons than others. Of the 88 responses to the question about the number of months
their garden was open, 16 said they were open year round. These were mostly southern
and coastal states, though Michigan and Massachusetts made the list. Eight more said
they were open 10-11 months. The shortest growing season indicated in the results was
four months, by a garden in Vermont. The garden actively operates throughout the
growing season, but there needs to be leadership even outside of the growing season in
order to stay organized.
In terms of security features for the garden, the majority said their community
garden had no form of security to protect the garden. Security was based on an honor
system instead of a locked gate. A third option was given for a higher form of security
than a lock and no one chose it. A grassroots organization such as a community garden
appears to build a tight knit group of people and trust forms between them. Ohmer et al.
(2009) states that the community surrounding the garden typically shows improvement,
this perhaps increases the security and respect associated with the garden.
Social events held within the community garden appear to be a good way to get
members to interact and further strengthen relationships within the garden, 90% of the
gardens had some sort of social event. Cookouts were identified by the respondents as
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the most common event. A third of respondents said they continue to have social
gatherings outside of the growing season as well. Gardening workshops and community
service were also some of the more common occurrences. In the comments section of the
question about social events, a few respondents mentioned they had required workdays
and planting parties, while many commented on having harvest parties and cookouts
using the produce. Through positive relationships between gardeners and their outreach
to other community members who may not yet be involved with the garden, more may
become involved (Milburn & Veil, 2010). This might happen by being invited to a
cookout, buying produce at a local farmers market, or any other means of outreach used
by the community garden.
Outreach is an important way of getting people to know about your community
garden, getting support for your community garden, and keeping members informed
about the happenings of the community garden. Most respondents said they used e-mail
and websites to keep members and non-members informed. When asked how most
people hear about the community garden, most of the respondents answered “word of
mouth”, so members appear to be the most powerful recruiting tool. Some respondents
commented they had a table at their local farmers market, advertise in the paper, interact
with schools, and have gardening workshops or seminars. This community presence may
be an important tool in increasing membership.
5.5

Limitations of the Study
There were a few points that arose during the course of preparing the study and

analyzing the results that revealed limitations of the study. Recognition of these limiting
factors can help to strengthen future studies. The survey was sent to community gardens
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in all 50 states, however only 32 states were represented by respondents. By focusing on
having the information to represent small towns, there was a cut-off for cities with a
population of 50,000 or fewer. Only community gardens who had registered themselves
on the American Community Garden Association website were considered for the study.
Lastly, respondents were culled after receipt of the survey to reflect what was deemed to
be a successful community gardens. This removed all gardens less than three years old,
those that were identified as the respondent as not being successful, and any that
indicated that they did not grow mainly food. Even with a high initial response rate, 47
responses were not included based on the culling criteria.
5.6

Implications of the Findings
The most important finding of the survey was that the elements in the literature

that make community gardens successful are similar to the elements that make
community gardens in the small town demographic successful. By showing this in the
data obtained from the survey, this paper can provide recommendations for a new
community garden to follow to ensure success based on what has worked for other
community gardens established in a similar demographic.
The focus of this study started as a search for what makes a community garden in
a small town a success. The findings were consistent with information given in a general
format for community gardens regardless of geographic location or population
demographic. So this study supports the similarities that exist between all community
gardens and brings up new questions about the relationship and purpose a community
garden has to the actual community. No matter the size of the town, the purpose of a
community garden remains a common place for people with a shared interest to gather
50

together for the enjoyment of growing their own food among their peers
(communitygarden.org 2011).
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APPENDIX A
SURVEY SENT TO COMMUNITY GARDENS
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APPENDIX B
E-MAIL COMMUNICATIONS WITH COMMUNITY GARDEN CONTACTS
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B.1

1st E-mail Communication
6/6/2012

Dear Community Garden Representative,
In the next few days you will be receiving an email with a link to a web-based
survey related to your community garden. If you remember, I contacted you earlier to
determine your interest. Hopefully, you are still interested and will complete the survey.
If you remember, I am a graduate student at Mississippi State University and am a
candidate for the degree of Master of Landscape Architecture. My research interests are
in community gardens in small towns. Therefore, I have developed the survey you will be
taking to determine what makes community gardens like yours successful. This research
will help other community’s like yours determine the right mix of elements that are
necessary to make a garden grow.
Thank you in advance for your participation.
Sincerely,
Meghan Schultz
mcschultz85@gmail.com
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B.2

2nd and 3rd E-mail Communications
6/8/2012 and 6/14/2012

Dear Community Garden Representative,
Thank you for participating in this survey if you have already done so, if not,
below you will find a link to the survey mentioned in our previous communications. The
survey asks you to answer some questions identifying what community garden you are
associated with, but the information linking your community garden name to your name
and email address will remain private, not to be used in any publications that will come
from information gained through this survey. The survey will take anywhere from 10-20
minutes. By following the link below you are agreeing that you know the name of your
community garden may be identified in the findings of the survey. The Survey is a form
of research toward a master thesis and is completely voluntary. Once you have taken the
survey you will not have an opportunity to re-take it, so any further communications
asking you to participate in this survey can be disregarded.
Survey Link:
https://www.surveymonkey.com/s/99PWGRW
Thank you for taking the time to help gain information on Small town community
gardens. We value your time and participation.
Sincerely,
Meghan Schultz
mcschultz85@gmail.com
Cory Gallo
cgallo@lalc.msstate.edu
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B.3

4th E-mail Communication
6/26/2012

Dear Community Garden Representative,
Thank you for participating in our survey if you have already done so. Your
answers will be very valuable in our research on community gardens in your
demographic regions. A link is provided for a final attempt at the survey if you have not
yet provided your input. The survey asks you to answer some questions identifying what
community garden you are associated with, but the information linking your community
garden name to your name and email address will remain private, not to be used in any
publications that will come from information gained through this survey. By following
the link below you are agreeing that you know the name of your community garden may
be identified in the findings of the survey. The survey will be closing on July 5th. So one
final thank you for your time and Happy Gardening!
Survey Link:
https://www.surveymonkey.com/s/99PWGRW

Sincerely,
Meghan Schultz
mcschultz85@gmail.com

Cory Gallo
cgallo@lalc.msstate.edu
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APPENDIX C
OPEN ENDED RESPONSES FROM THE RESPONDENTS
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C.1

Open Ended Response
What do YOU think makes your community Garden successful? In your own

words you can tell as little or as much as you would like about your community garden
and what makes it grow.

















Diverse mix of gardeners. Many ethnic and economic variations amongst
community. I think offering water improves quality of produce and encourages
good gardening practices.
All gardeners are willing to help each other. It's a convenient location with easy
parking. Water, mulch and deer fence is provided. The rewards of fresh food and
enjoyment of gardening is key.
A rich history and healthy culture of volunteerism.
Our community garden is a donation garden. 95% of produce grown goes to local
food pantries. We are self governed and collectively plan and make decisions. No
pressure on members.
Having a part-time, paid garden supervisor. Proximity to other local parks brings
a lot of traffic by the garden and helps spread the word. Strong partnerships with
other local agencies - including schools, churches and food banks - for volunteer
labor and distribution of garden produce. Community engagement and having
'champions' in the community that are strong advocates for the garden. Good
location with consistent water supply and access to free manure. Supportive
Public Services staff.
Prime location in town, near the river, walking distance to many homes,
apartments, great parking, reasonable fee, opportunity for social interaction,
therapeutic benefits, low commitment level
Our community garden is managed by a land trust, Essex County Greenbelt, that
also owns the land. Membership dues are required by gardeners. I think it's
successful because we have mandatory participation in the community aspect of
the garden and very clear guidelines that gardeners must follow.
We as a group grow food for our local food bank and church lunch program. We
are all committed to this mission
Our garden in unique. All who come take care of this open garden. Two of us
coordinate and have for almost 15 years. Others have floated in and out over the
years. We don't really have "members" rather people who just show up for their
own personal reasons. I have brought my 7 year old son since he was a baby and
he is rather proficient as a gardener. Still it is boring for him sometimes. We
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donate a lot of our food to the local food bank and are lightly involved with local
soup kitchen. We sell some produce to local natural food coop and we all take
food home. Further since it is open there are many who come and graze. We also
have chickens (second year). We also have been subsidized for the last 5 years to
pay homeless folks to work. That has dried up this year but some still show up
(albeit infrequently) even without wages available. The neutral aspect as to the
satisfaction is based on the fact that we meet once a week and without a lot of
bodies, we fall behind on things. But all in all, we create a magical safe place to
learn, share, bitch, grow and gather, as well as hold space for future larger
community garden endeavors. Thanks for the survey.
Our mission statement is Caring for the Land; Building Community. People have
a sense of not only growing and eating delicious and nutritious food but they are
helping to protect the planet and their health. They enjoy being in a diverse group
of people of all ages, color.... while sharing similiar goals. It is a peaceful,
beautiful environment and a good place for children to learn and grow too. It is
fun to be outdoors.
Aside from providing food it is a place where people in the neighborhood get to
know each other which makes our area a nicer place to live. It also provides
green-space which makes some people prefer to live on this street. One other
thing, the people who garden here tend to keep the local streets clean and debris
free....
Having partnerships and relations with many people and organizations. Low
barriers to getting a plot Clear system for gardeners to sign-up Weekly blocks of
times to assist gardeners Sheet with pictures of vegetables to communicate with
gardeners who speak other languages (plastic-coated to protect from dirt and
rain). Involving kids in a separate kids play garden Gardener signs on their beds
Raised beds with clear paths Mulch with leaves from city
Co-operation among it's members realizing it is not just their plot that matters but
all the plots within the community garden area. All members need to help take
care of the whole rather than just the individual area.
We get a tremendous volume of food for the amount of labor (2 hrs per week).
The social aspects of the garden - monthly potlucks and working together on
teams - create a "church-like" close knit community without religious
expectations.
U of I Extension Master Gardeners
It's commitment to growing produce for the food pantry at The Salvation Army.
Each gardener must donate 8 hours per month to working in rows set aside for the
pantry. Typically we raise upwards of 5,000 pounds of produce each growing
season for the food pantry to provide fresh vegetables for families in need of food.
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We have a dedicated board of directors
Our garden is donation based, with members adopting plots and agreeing to
donate half of our produce to our local soup kitchen. Our garden uses organic
cultural methods to grow produce.
RPCG was the first public community garden in town, with plots available to rent.
It is in a highly visible public park attached to the Senior/Community Center and
nearby the city pool in the largest neighborhood association (700 homes). Our
part of the city has the oldest and most mature trees (it was never clear-cut), so
most nearby yards are very shady. The town next door has had long-term visible
community gardening project, so the concept is familiar to most residents. Our
city-wide organization which sponsors and promotes urban agriculture (Growing
Hope) was instrumental in the founding of our garden, along with the City and the
neighborhood association. Growing Hope continue to foster groups who want to
create a community garden, plus they also help publicize, provide fiduciary
services, and cover us under their liability insurance. We pay a fee to participate
in Growing Hope's "Growing Gardens" organization, which provides some
benefits like seeds & seedlings, an online discussion group, a newsletter, class
discounts, etc. RPCG is so popular, we have had only one abandoned plot in the
garden's 8 year existence. Within 6 blocks, there are two other community
gardens, and several more in town, many founded with the assistance of Growing
Hope.
Although from diverse walks of life, our members are all interested in organic
food and production thereof, sustainability, and having the freshest of produce for
families. Also a consideration, but to a lesser extent, are the love of gardening
and the outdoors, the sense of community we foster and the desire to participate in
the family atmosphere that generally seems to thrive at our garden. We have the
spectrum from toddlers to ninety-something’s, from low-income immigrants to
screen writers, multi-ethnicities and religions as well as countries of origin,
working side by side for a common purpose, interacting and, in many cases,
developing deep friendships.
It is the only public garden in all of SE Arizona. It is an oasis in the desert.
good communication, clear rules, community building events, creativity, and
education
We have an Organic Only policy which is very important to the gardeners. We
have a very diverse group of gardeners which makes it fun and interesting to
garden there. We see most people gardening poorly the first year but improving
as they see what their successful neighbors do in their gardens. Most gardeners
are not interested in spending time together outside of the garden, because they
are very busy in their daily lives and spend what little spare time they have in the
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garden. Every year we have a waiting list of 4 or 5 people/ families, but in the
first 2 years there were empty spaces. It is the education of the community on the
benefits of gardening and community gardens that has made the difference in
interest levels. I think the very most important element is keeping it very simple
for the gardeners. We require only 1 hour of volunteer work a week (an honor
system) and the $20 fee. Everything else is handled on an as need basis by a
group of volunteer advocates.
Enthusiastic gardeners and a great volunteer staff
Don't even know how to quantify or estimate the huge effect that the program has
had on participants. They come together for social, physical and mental health
benefits which community gardens provide. New friends, lots of good food,
what's not to like?
It's successful because the garden is very attractive and we provide a fence, shed
and tools, 8 water hydrants and hoses, mulch, manure, compost, experienced and
dedicated Gardeners willing to share their knowledge and a fantastic camaraderie.
A very social, close knit community of healthy individuals interested in organic
food and friendship. It also takes one to 7 people who are very dedicated and hard
working to make it run. It creates a beautiful space in the community and is very
visible to most. We also have the financial support of a major foundation.
We grow food for the hungry. We raise tons of food to help support over 22 food
pantries and soup kitchens in our county. What makes us successful is a cadre of
stakeholders (4), drug rehab workers, prison transitional volunteers, high school
volunteers and mechanization. We can use a tractor for planting and cultivating
and harvesting potatoes and beans, volunteers focus on leafy vegetables and
tomatoes. Our goal is quantity. Two years ago we donated 9.2 tons of food. Last
year was a really bad growing year and we still donated 5.5 tons. Our goal this
year is over 10 tons. So you see, our focus is slightly different from most
community gardens. Thanks for asking.
The garden is on a Working Educational Ranch and it is an enjoyable place to be.
Just a couple of points, we are an organization that assists with several community
gardens in Frankfort. Most are on city parks property, or for the school gardens
they are on school property. One garden is on the property of a local church, and
another is located at a women's shelter. We are a 501c3 that actively fundraises to
support our activities. We buy equipment and tools to assist with soil prep and to
purchase seeds and tools for gardeners to use. We have dues but we don't really
require them as we do not want to financially prohibit anyone. So, all of the
questions in this survey were answered in the context of an executive committee
that fundraises, applies for grants, and actively support about 12 gardens in the
Frankfort area.
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The sense of becoming part of a community is a major reason that stewards stay
involved and give back to the community through the work of the garden. We
donate over 100 lbs of produce to the local food pantry each year. We typically
hold ~2 workshops each year. Farmers Markets during the winter and early
spring, as well as a large city-wide Apple Harvest Day in the fall, are ways in
which we do a significant amount of outreach and recruiting.
We have been around since 2007 and had participation from Women, Infants and
Children, the local Arts Council, the FFA (Future Framer’s of America), 4-H, the
local food bank and other organizations. We have the support of the City
Council. We would like to have Human Services (Social Services) see the value
in this. Our goal is to create a Farmers Market for the local town. The citizens
want it, but volunteers can be few and far between. In a small town, it is the same
people volunteering.
It's a friendly and comfortable place for people to grow their produce and meet
new people. The town government is very supportive in many ways. We have
become a model for other communities and help them with their structure to start
their own garden. The Community Garden Committee is comprised mostly of
Master Gardeners. We dedicate 1/3 of our produce to Maine Harvest for Hunger
(formerly, Plant a Row for Hunger) and our renters "volunteer" hours as part of
being members in the community garden (in addition to their $25.00 rent/fee).
we have a mix of individual plots and a large community space that we all work
together. we donate a large amount of food (1700+ lbs) to a local food pantry everyone helps - it's amazing
We live in a beautiful area with a reasonable growing season length. Members
help each other when called for. We have had a good success with new gardeners.
Folks want fresh local foods and want t o grow some of their own.
We offer single, double plots, 3' high raised beds, 1' high raised beds, and smaller
children's plots. We have gardeners ranging in age from 90+ to 10. It is a
community and we enjoy a place where politics and religion are not the main
focus (both of which are contentious in our community). Members garden for
their own produce as well as donations to the food bank and senior center.
Our gardens focus on growing community as much as on growing food.
The Beaudry Park Youth Community Garden offers youth and teens in our
community a one of a kind experience to learn about gardening together in a
hands-on group atmosphere. We have had participants ranging in age from 4 to
60+ and value the impact that each of these people makes on our shared space.
As a garden run by a city agency on City of Cortland property we are fortunate to
have such support from our local municipality and community members. I am a
both a City employee and a Master Gardener Volunteer (MGV) and work with
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other MGVs to build an educational environment for our young people to learn
about growing, composting and becoming more sustainable.
great people, beautiful location, and we grow vegetables
We have an intergenerational garden -- children, high school and college students,
graduate students, young adults, and seniors. I think everyone loves the mix and
they all get along so well.
We have a Plant-A-Row-For-The-Hungry program. We supply two food pantries
every week. Our gardeners love getting their crops and learning about their fellow
gardeners on a different plain. All are willing to help each other. Members of our
community have donated time and services.
The participants enjoy working together to grow food, learn from each other, and
teach gardening to youth groups in community.
Garden is successful because I devote all of my personal time to it- all my leisure
time plus time I should be devoting to other obligations. It's getting to be
exhausting and frustrating. It's difficult to find people who will follow-through on
tasks for which they've volunteered. I front the money for purchases and apply
for reimbursement which takes a long time. I do a lot of grant-writing and
fundraising- then the money disappears into the parent org. I'm sick of it and want
to quit.
A sense of place. Art. Open to entire community for visiting, anytime.
Integration of seating.
Community passion for growing
Being in our 4th year, most returning gardeners site the overall cost/benefit as the
reason. They donate a few dollars and get a significant benefit through being a
part of a social group, learn new techniques and generally spend their time in a
productive manner that results in food supply. Many people look at this as a great
family exercise or program that they can do at their own pace and when they are
available. I think we have the perfect size of garden, as we always have 5 to 10
people at the garden working their plot at any time on any given day.
nice people, opportunity to grow our own food, and attractive garden and location
It's located in a very visible downtown area and the gardeners bring enthusiasm
and energy.
We're in our third year, this year we opened a new garden to accommodate our
waiting list, tripling the size of the garden - as a consequence we have openings
but that won't last. Our garden is a friendly place - we concentrate on growing
community as well as food.
We love the garden because of the community it builds. Working alongside of
our neighbors at the designated time and chatting and gardening is really
wonderful - the best pay off really.
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Our community needs the relationships through people growing fresh food while
addressing hunger. We strive to build community spirit through leadership,
education and social responsibility with volunteerism.
In addition to plots for rent, one-third of the garden generates produce for Maine
Harvest for the Hungry. This is the key reason we has such dedicated committee
members and without the committee members, the garden would not exist.
It's successful because of the community -- it is supported by the community on
many fronts: It is promoted by community members, linked to the local churches
via the Hunger Free ND Garden Project, the schools via the school garden, and
businesses via the Chamber and the United Way. In brief, it is integral to the
community's quality of life.
Help of volunteers and support from our "landlord", Flint Hills Technical College.
They help us with the heavy lifting when we need it (tilling at the end of the
season with a tractor, installing water hydrant, etc.).
At the Rochester Community Garden, people in our small community can get
together and share in an activity that we all love. It is fun getting to know our
"neighbors" better by chatting in the garden. We occasionally help one another a
little, but generally have trouble keeping up with our own gardens. Yet, that
friendliness and willingness to do a little for one another gives us a feeling of
bonding. We also provide our additional produce to the local food pantries. It is
just a friendly, community place to be. Plus, of course, we get to grow things we
have trouble growing at home due to space, too much shade, etc.
Active interest of many individuals and organizations, offering a variety of skillsets and goals.
Building Community is a long term endeavor. Our gardens strive to use
gardening to build community. We think we are having some success after 3
years. Since its mainly an educational project, it is hard to gauge success.
However, with all the plots being rented and 30-60 gardeners per season using the
facility; we feel pretty proud of our success so far. We have lots of plans and
dreams but the limiting factor at this time is volunteer burn-out. Thanks for
asking.
Strict adherence to "workdays" and keeping the garden a source of pride.
Excellent communication via email list.
It’s all about the people
The relationships formed between new members who need advice or help with
our more experienced gardeners. We also have a developing relationship w the
elementary school across the street. They have sponsored 5 low income families
in an effort to teach them how to grow healthy food options
Dedicated leadership is absolutely essential.
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we have several schools involved. The adult leaders are the ones who really get
excited about teaching the kids about gardening. It's a group effort and everyone
participates.
This garden is associated with and benefits the Columbia Pacific Food Bank. We
grow for the food bank and for local programs such as Community Meals and the
Senior Center. We produce approx 1000 lbs of good organic food sources for
these programs. The members/operators of the garden share in 25% of the total
harvest. Though, most of them donate most of their portions back to the programs.
We have taken the space from a briar and weed patch to a well organized example
of organic growing techniques.
We are very hands-on and provide workshops for beginners. Every gardener
contributes a task to the collective: getting seeds, checking water, etc.
Having a dedicated group that wants to work in and run the garden is the only
way you can make it successful.
Our community garden is a project of our local Food Bank. It is successful
because we have a few really dedicated individuals who donate their time, money
and talent to taking care of the garden. We created the garden to help our clients
become more self-reliant. We continue with the garden because we consider it to
be an indispensable life lesson that every generation needs to learn and practice.
We will expand the number of gardens because they help build community and
help maintain healthy eating habits.
Keys to success: the dedication, creativity, and hard work of a group of
committed individuals who make up the garden board; enthusiastic members
willing to share their knowledge; the common goal of donating to the local food
pantry; and efforts/ideas to continually improve our garden.
The garden is dedicated to raising food to feed people in our community. 100 %
of the produce is donated to organizations working to feed our neighbors. Annual
fundraiser is an "Empty Bowls" event (www.emptybowls.net). Board is all
volunteer, garden manager is paid twenty hours a week. Woofers becoming very
important. This is our third season and the first for woofers. They make a big
difference. Also getting Alternative Spring Break students now, more likely to
follow. Garden has a lot of great pr and is viewed by most of the community in a
very positive way. Increasing numbers of students, church groups, etc starting to
participate. New master gardener program in county will help. Got grant to install
irrigation system. Have incredible support from local Extension Service. Big
plans for increasing production area, adding Kids' area, building a shelter, etc.
We started in 2010 with 14 beds and now have 22. More than that, I've seen
retention of gardeners, increased enthusiasm and growth in understanding of
garden management/techniques over the years. Our garden has individuals,
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families and several community groups (4-H, Youth Center, Girl Scouts) involved
in maintaining beds. The amount of food we donate to our local food pantry and
share with others in the community has grown. Quite frankly, the fact that 12-15
people showed up to help weed around the beds last Saturday morning is an
indication of success for me.
Location, beauty, friendship, food, knowledge, and affordability.
It is in a beautiful location, low cost, easy to find, has supplies (water, tools, shed)
at the ready, we have a great committee with tasks/responsibilities divided up, and
we have set rules and dates which are enforced for everyone's enjoyment. the
collective effort makes it beautiful. Everyone pitches in, and we have great
partnerships with local farms and businesses.
Bringing people together for something that benefits our lives in many ways,
nutritious foods, exercise, mental therapy, socializing with like minded people :-)
The people enjoy learning how to grow.
the coalition and having beds for the schools
I believe we're successful because we started with a truly dedicated group of
people who became our Board and we’ve been lucky enough to attract a
wonderful group of like-minded and hard working members.
We barely fit into this category. We are a children's science center. We have the
garden for teaching purposes. We use the plants to capture butterfly and moth
larva to hatch inside. We have many classes outside - some related to gardening,
some not. We donate all produce to the local Food Bank, soup kitchen or our rat
Squeakers. However, this garden was started with the help of Project Grow
which was a local community garden. This garden is not active as of this growing
season. At one time we had4 gardens going locally. One was for the Food Bank,
one was for a homeless shelter and 2 were traditional community gardens where
nearby local residents had individual plots. What made our garden the most
successful was when we had classes and pot lucks. The sense of community was
key. We had many new gardeners that learned to garden. Lack of leadership and
time was its downfall. (I can say that as I was the Founder and leader - ha)
Kids enjoy working with their hands, and they're always begging me to return the
following day (I work with them during school recess) because they enjoy
learning and doing and getting dirty.
Dedicated volunteers, who built the garden, keep it maintained, fundraise, etc.
Member buy-in. In the locations where there IS buy-in the program is much more
successful. Where there is not, the program is not nearly as successful as we
would like it to be. We struggle to get volunteers who have no attachment to the
spaces. However, when the participants have a stake in what they are doing, they
are MUCH more likely to participate and be successful in growing.
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Our partnership includes the following: Rotary, the school district, the city,
Extension, Master Gardeners, University support, women's clubs, garden club, 4h,
and individuals. Each campus has 4 beds, plus we are in a 5 year project with
Prairie View University.
Community working together
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